This paper compares two lists of environmental goods that have been used in the WTO negotiations on liberalising trade in environmental goods and services. It describes the genesis of the lists, which were compiled in the late 1990s. The OECD list was developed as a basis for analysing trade and tariffs. The APEC list emerged from nominations by member economies of the Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation forum, as part of an effort to attain early voluntary liberalisation of trade in particular sectors. The concluding section of the chapter identifies common elements in the two lists and explains important differences.
Introduction
Paragraph 31(iii) of the Doha Ministerial Declaration calls for negotiations on "the reduction or, as appropriate, elimination of tariff and non-tariff barriers to environmental goods and services". "Environmental goods" were not further defined in the declaration. However, the OECD and APEC (AsiaPacific Co-operation) had already done a substantial amount of work to identify the scope of environmental goods; each of these organisations established a list of candidate goods. Although the lists were developed for purposes other than the WTO negotiations, and therefore have to be considered as indicative, several countries have considered them useful starting points for those negotiations. In fact, in September 2002, the WTO Secretariat was asked to circulate both lists to the Non-agricultural Market Access Negotiating Group (NAMA), the WTO body that is conducting negotiations on environmental goods, 1 and subsequently to the Committee on Trade and Environment meeting in Special Session (CTE-SS), with which the NAMA works closely.
2 Since then, several other OECD members have submitted proposals that include some goods from both lists.
Genesis of the two lists
The dynamic nature of their market, together with the role they can play in strengthening environmental protection, have made environmental goods obvious candidates for a trade liberalisation initiative, one that could benefit the environment and boost international trade. However, trade negotiators face a basic difficulty: there is no well-defined "environmental goods sector". Rather, environmental goods are found in a wide range of industrial and trade classification nomenclatures. As one study noted, "This business is less a sector than an agglomeration of providers of many types of goods, services and technologies that are usually integrated into production processes and are often hard to tease out as separate items." (US Office of Technology Assessment, 1994, p. 149) Specific end-of-pipe pollution abatement and clean-up technologies -such as catalytic converters for automobile exhausts -are obvious candidates for any list of environmental goods. Outside this narrow area, however, classifying goods as "environmental" raises fundamental issues. Many goods used for environmental protection and resource management have other uses: for example, pumps can be used in a wastewater treatment facility or in industrial uses not related to environmental remediation. Other goods may be considered "good for the environment" by virtue of their relative (as opposed to absolute) performance; as almost all goods and technologies have substitutes that are cleaner or more efficient, the resulting definition might be extremely broad. No attempt is made here to resolve classification issues, but readers are advised to bear them in mind when considering the product coverage of any list of environmental goods.
The following sections trace separately the development of the OECD and APEC lists. In fact, their developmental phases ran closely parallel and intersected at several points, the one exercise informing the other. That is not surprising, as six (and later seven) countries 3 were members of both organisations. However, the lists were intended to serve different purposes. The OECD list was the result of an exercise to illustrate, primarily for analytical purposes, the scope of the "environment industry". The categories of goods could therefore be broad, because adding products to the list would have no specific policy consequences. By contrast, the APEC list resulted from policy discussions relating to anticipated changes in tariffs. Whereas the OECD list was meant to be indicative and a framework for undertaking economic analysis in general and analysis of trade flows and tariff barriers in particular, the APEC listnegotiations on which ended before full consensus was reached -was the direct result of negotiated offers in the context of a trade liberalisation initiative.
1.
Under the negotiating structure adopted by the Trade Negotiations Committee in February 2002, negotiations on market access for non-agricultural products were to take place in the Negotiating Group on Market Access, and negotiations on services in the Council for Trade in Services in Special Session. Negotiations on trade and environment were to take place in the Committee on Trade and Environment meeting in Special Session.
2.
The lists are contained in WTO documents TN/MA/S/6 and TN/TE/W/18. 3. Australia, Canada, Japan, Korea (which joined the OECD late in 1996), Mexico, New Zealand and the United States.
The OECD list
The OECD's interest in environmental goods and services arose as part of its work on environmental policy and industrial competitiveness. A 1992 report prepared by the Industry Committee described market developments in the environment industry and the role of environmental policies (OECD, 1992) . A subsequent report (OECD, 1996a) expanded and deepened the analysis, collected available data, and showed a clear need to improve information on the industry and undertake further analysis.
Publication of these results prompted numerous questions. What was the situation for exports of environmental technologies? Was it possible to measure the impact on industrial competitiveness of the application of cleaner technologies? How could environmental and economic policy encourage and support growth, job creation and trade in goods and services of the environment industry? It soon became apparent that to answer such questions, it was necessary to address major statistical and methodological difficulties related to problems of industry delimitation and data availability.
In 1994 the US government (the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of Commerce) hosted a meeting of experts in Washington, DC. The main aim was to identify ways to collect more comprehensive and consistent information, particularly on production, employment, trade, investment and R&D, and to provide a more solid foundation for policy analysis (OECD, 1996b) . Before statistics could be gathered, however, a clearer definition and classification of the environmental goods and services industry was needed. To this end, the OECD, in collaboration with Eurostat (the Statistical Office of the European Communities), formed an Informal Working Group on the Environment Industry composed of experts from OECD countries who, as part of their work at national ministries, national statistical offices, or public or private research institutes, were responsible for collecting and analysing data on the environmental goods and services industry.
At its first meeting in Luxembourg, in April 1995, the OECD/Eurostat Informal Working Group agreed on an interim definition of, and classification system for, the environment industry (OECD, 1996c) . After considering various alternatives, the Working Group agreed on the following definition:
The environmental goods and services industry consists of activities which produce goods and services to measure, prevent, limit, minimise or correct environmental damage to water, air and soil, as well as problems related to waste, noise and eco-systems. This includes cleaner technologies, products and services that reduce environmental risk and minimise pollution and resource use.
The Working Group went on to add, "For cleaner technologies, products and services, despite their importance, there is currently no agreed methodology which allows their contribution to be measured in a satisfactory way." (OECD/Eurostat, 1999, p. 10) This is why products defined in terms of their energy efficiency, for example, were not included in the original OECD list.
The definition and classification were tested during 1996 and 1997 by reorganising available data in OECD countries and collecting new data. In the meantime, Canada, the Commission of the European Communities, France and the United States started using the OECD/Eurostat classification to design and carry out new surveys and studies on the environment industry.
During 1997 the OECD/Eurostat Informal Working Group continued to refine and improve its interim definition and classification system. Meanwhile, the OECD's Joint Working Party on Trade and Environment (JWPTE) took an interest in the subject. The OECD/Eurostat Informal Working Group was concentrating on defining relevant industry activities (for both goods and services) to improve analysis and to obtain coherent, comparable statistics in national surveys; the JWPTE was interested in developing a framework for future trade liberalisation efforts in the environmental goods and services (EG&S) sector. In the absence of any internationally agreed product list of environmental goods, it attempted to develop such a list based on 6-digit HS (Harmonized System) trade nomenclature product numbers and arranged according to the groups, categories and sub-categories of environmental goods developed by the Informal Working Group. Given the nature of the OECD/Eurostat classification system, it was possible to identify a greater number of HS commodity codes for the six sub-categories of group A ("Pollution Management"), than for the two sub-categories of group B ("Cleaner Technologies and Products") or the ten sub-categories of group C ("Resources Management"). The final list, which is reproduced in Table A1 , was completed in 1998 and was published in both a JWPTE working paper (OECD, 1999) and the final report of the Informal Working Group (OECD/Eurostat, 1999) . It was also reproduced, unchanged, in Environmental Goods and Services: The Benefits of Further Global Trade Liberalisation (OECD, 2001 ).
It must be stressed that the OECD list was meant to be illustrative rather than definitive, and particularly for use in analysing levels of tariff protection. As the "Note" to the list published in OECD/Eurostat (1999b) explains, "The list is not exhaustive; not all environmental goods are covered. Some environmental goods have no equivalent HS commodity code. Some HS commodity codes include goods which may not be environmental goods." It is with respect to the last point that some of the most important differences between the OECD and APEC lists occur. In producing the OECD list, no attempt was made to go beyond the 6-digit (sub-heading) HS codes and identify only those goods that could be considered "environmental". By contrast, the APEC list was produced through an essentially "bottom-up" process, and includes many "ex-headings" (nationally defined tariff lines) of goods that fall under more aggregate commodity descriptions.
The APEC list
The roots of the APEC list of environmental goods can be traced to a November 1995 meeting in Osaka, Japan, at which APEC leaders agreed to identify industries in which the progressive reduction of tariffs could have a positive impact on trade and on economic growth in the Asia-Pacific region, or for which there was regional industry support for early liberalisation. A year later, at their meeting in Subic Bay, Philippines, APEC leaders issued more precise instructions, directing ministers responsible for trade (hereafter "trade ministers") to "identify sectors where early voluntary liberalisation would have a positive impact on trade, investment and economic growth in the individual APEC economies as well as in the region and submit recommendations on how this can be achieved".
At their May 1997 meeting in Montreal, APEC trade ministers directed officials to identify sectors that might be candidates for early voluntary liberalisation. A wide variety of APEC economies then put forward 62 nominations from more than 40 sectors, for consideration at a subsequent meeting of senior officials in August. Most proposals were supported by several economies, but few were supported by all (Yamazawa and Scollay, 2003) . Environmental goods and services, as a distinct category, was proposed by four economies -Canada, Japan, Chinese Taipei and the United States -drawing on the original working OECD definition of the environmental sector to guide the initial work of classification (Dee et al., 1998) . Ultimately, a total of nine economies proposed goods under this category.
By the time of the November 1997 APEC leaders' meeting in Vancouver, the nominations had been arranged into 41 sectors. At that meeting, 15 sectors clearly enjoyed the greatest support for early voluntary sectoral liberalisation (EVSL). These 15 sectors were then divided into two tiers. The first comprised nine sectors identified for fast-track treatment: environmental goods and services, fish and fish products, forestry products, medical equipment and instruments, energy, toys, gems and jewellery, chemicals, and a telecommunications mutual recognition agreement. The second tier comprised sectors (oilseeds and oilseed products, food, rubber, fertilisers, automotive products, civil aircraft) which were judged to require more preparatory work before they would be ready for implementation. 4 Acting on the decisions of leaders and ministers in Vancouver, senior officials instructed sectoral coordinators to finalise agreements or arrangements that would include, in addition to market opening, elements of facilitation and economic and technical co-operation. Building on work undertaken in autumn 1997, and including extensive inter-session work, two additional rounds of experts' meetings were held in Penang and Kuala Lumpur to further develop the Vancouver proposals in advance of the June 1998 Kuching meeting of APEC trade ministers. By the time of the meeting, a framework for addressing EVSL, including draft product lists, end tariff rates and timetables, had been worked out. Both at Kuching and in subsequent meetings in 1998, including in Kuantan, further efforts were made to develop each of the proposals. Table A2 provides the revised, consolidated list of environmental goods (also known as the "Kuantan version"), the list that was eventually transmitted to the WTO.
Because environmental goods are not defined as a sector in the HS nomenclature, liberalisation of necessity had to be pursued on a product-specific basis (Oxley, 1999) . Proceeding from the OECD definition of activities that form part of the environmental industry, APEC economies identified, by HS codes, a positive list of products to be covered under the agreement. Tariffs for the specified products were, in principle, to be completely eliminated by 1 January 2003. 5 However, in recognition of the need to deal with product-specific concerns raised by individual economies, some flexibility was allowed. In the case of environmental goods, for example, elimination of some tariffs could be delayed until 2005 for a small number of products, or until 2007 in the case of developing economies (Table 1) . 4. Proposals for the second tier of sectors were further developed for assessment and review by APEC ministers at the Kuching meeting in June 1998 (Dee et al., 1998) . 5. Targets for the environmental goods and services sectors were initially "to be determined" and were only finalised subsequent to the June 1998 Kuching meeting of APEC trade ministers. In the negotiations, there was a certain amount of caution on the part of some economies that may have been reluctant to see items with high tariffs targeted for liberalisation. In addition, some economies were quite sensitive to the "dual use" issue. They reasoned that, while certain items might have a use, even an important use, in an environmental context, they might also be used in other contexts, with the result that the effects of tariff liberalisation would not be limited to the environment sector. Further, even when HS tariff lines contained items that were essential to the environment industry, other products that were not so environmentally relevant might also fall under the same 6-or 8-digit tariff sub-heading.
The APEC economies found ways to address many of these concerns, for example through: i) the inclusion of a 6-digit heading if the products were predominantly environmental, or so central to environmental uses that their inclusion was absolutely necessary; or ii) the specification of an "ex-heading" when APEC economies wished to provide duty-free treatment to a specific product. In the latter cases, it would be left to individual economies to specify how that product would be reflected in their own national tariff schedules. All of these issues tended to make economies cautious about inclusion of HS sub-headings and products, and this made the APEC list shorter than it might otherwise have been.
Notably absent from the consolidated list of environmental goods were chemicals used for processes such as water purification or wastewater treatment. Chemicals were omitted not because they were regarded as non-essential for environmental protection and remediation, but because APEC members wanted to avoid entangling the EVSL initiative for environmental goods with the one for chemicals, particularly as the latter called only for harmonising tariff rates (Tables A3 and A4 ). The proposal for EVSL of chemicals had a longer history, beginning with the Uruguay Round's Chemical Tariff Harmonisation Agreement (CTHA), to which several APEC economies were already signatories as part of their Uruguay Round tariff commitments (Box 1).
The logic of avoiding overlap between EVSL lists was not applied to goods from the medical equipment and instruments sector, 36 of which are included in the environmental goods list under the category for monitoring and analysis equipment. 6 There is also a smaller overlap between the list for 6. Several products included on the list (particularly under HS 9027 and 9031) also form part of the schedule of commitments entered into by Parties to the WTO's Information Technology Agreement, several of whom are also members of APEC.
energy and the list for environmental goods, with 17 tariff lines common at the 6-digit level, ten of which refer to different ex-headings.
Box 1. The EVSL initiative for chemicals
Chemicals such as hydrated lime and magnesium dioxide are used in many environmental processes, such as water purification, wastewater treatment and air pollution control. They were omitted from APEC's EVSL initiative for environmental goods because they were covered under a separate EVSL initiative for chemicals.
The chemicals EVSL initiative -later to become part of the Accelerated Tariff Liberalisation initiative -had its origins in the Uruguay Round of multilateral trade negotiations. In 1991, chemical associations from several countries proposed that chemical tariffs be harmonised at 0%, 5.5% or 6.5%, depending on the class of the chemical product. The harmonisation initiative covered all of HS Chapters 28-39, except for a handful of items that were considered to be part of the Uruguay Round agricultural negotiations. The industry proposal became the basis for the Uruguay Round Chemical Tariff Harmonisation Agreement (CTHA), to which about two dozen countries became signatories. 1 Since then, several other countries have adopted the CTHA as part of their WTO accession commitments, and others still in the process of acceding have signalled their willingness to undertake the CTHA commitments. Currently, over 30 (mainly OECD member) countries are in the process of implementing the CTHA, with more to join once their accession negotiations are completed.
When APEC ministers called for the nomination of sectors for EVSL in mid-1997, the United States and Singapore each nominated the full range of products covered by the CTHA and the tariff rates agreed to in the Uruguay Round for those products. Australia and Hong Kong, China, joined with the United States and Singapore to co-sponsor a broad chemicals initiative. Several other proposals were also received for sub-sectors of the chemicals sector, and fertilisers was selected by APEC ministers as a separate product group for liberalisation beyond that provided for in the CTHA. During the remainder of 1998, additional technical experts' meetings took place to elaborate the details of the various EVSL frameworks. The resultant proposal, presented to trade ministers and APEC leaders at their annual meeting in Kuala Lumpur in November 1998, was a comprehensive package that included undertakings on four elements: tariffs, services, non-tariff measures and economic and technical co-operation (Ecotech). While taking note of the progress made in finalising the EVSL package, ministers could not agree to move forward on its tariff elements. A decision was therefore taken to refer the tariff elements of the EVSL proposals to the WTO, for possible adoption on a binding basis by the full WTO membership. In so doing, the ministers also pledged to work "constructively to achieve critical mass in the WTO necessary for concluding agreement in all nine [first-tier EVSL] sectors".
7 Malaysia, as APEC Chair, communicated this outcome to the WTO General Council in December 1998. New Zealand, as APEC Chair for 1999, later circulated two papers to WTO members, explaining the history of the EVSL initiative and providing details on the liberalisation targets, flexibility approaches, and positions reached by APEC economies for each sector by the time of the Kuala Lumpur ministerial and leaders' meetings. The expectation was that the tariff elements of the Accelerated Tariff Liberalisation (ATL) initiative -as the EVSL initiative became known in the WTO -would be advanced as a whole for consideration and adoption at the Third WTO Ministerial Conference in Seattle (December 1999). Owing to the complicated nature of the Seattle meeting, however, little progress was made on the package.
Meanwhile, work on other aspects of the EVSL initiatives -namely, reducing non-tariff barriers, facilitating trade and encouraging economic and technical co-operation -has continued within APEC. For example, APEC members have been encouraged to submit and support proposals for economic and technical co-operation projects that will facilitate trade in environmental goods. An APEC Cleaner Production Strategy 8 has been developed and approved which includes a list of generic, illustrative activities for implementing the strategy: i) cleaner production training modules; ii) sector-based demonstration projects and case studies; iii) technical conferences and seminars; iv) environmental management systems (e.g. ISO 14001) workshops and training activities; v) study tours and cleaner production fellowships; vi) technical exchanges; vii) electronic information exchanges; viii) use of industrial extension support systems to promote cleaner production among SMEs; and ix) development of guidebooks and manuals. In 2003, the APEC Secretariat circulated a questionnaire 9 to its members on the impacts on APEC economies of measures to liberalise and facilitate trade in environmental services. Member economies have since presented case studies of their experiences on a voluntary basis, to generate momentum for services liberalisation in light of its perceived benefits. Table A5 combines the OECD and APEC lists of environmental goods into a single composite list, to facilitate comparison. Goods were organised according to the categories and sub-categories used in the OECD/Eurostat scheme and, within those sub-categories, ordered by 6-digit HS nomenclature subheadings. In most cases, categories used in the APEC list correspond to those in the OECD list; 10 hence the assignment of goods from the APEC list to OECD categories was straightforward, although assumptions had to be made as to the sub-categories to which a few goods should be assigned. Also, in nine cases (see note to Table A5 ), goods from the APEC list were assigned to OECD categories other than those to which they belong in the original APEC list. An example is ozone, an ex-heading under HS 8543.89: in the APEC list it appears under wastewater management; in the composite list it was also assigned to potable water treatment.
Comparison of the OECD and APEC lists
Counting only entries with corresponding HS codes, the OECD list appears to be about 50% longer than the APEC list (Table 2) . However, when one eliminates multiple listings at the 6-digit level, they are more similar in length: there are 132 unique HS codes in the OECD list, compared with 104 in the APEC 7.
The APEC ministers also noted that "This process of expanding participation beyond APEC will not prejudice the position of APEC members with respect to the agenda and modalities to be agreed at the Third WTO Ministerial Conference." 8. www.apec.org/apec/ministerial_statements/sectoral_ministerial/environment/1997_environment.html. 9. www.apec.org/apec/documents_reports/group_on_services/2003.html#I.
10.
The exception is the APEC category "Other recycling systems" (ORS), which corresponds to the OECD sub-category "3.6. Recycling equipment" under the general category of "3. Solid waste management". list. The composite list has 233 entries identified with an HS code, covering 198 goods. These magnitudes are small compared with the total number of lines contained in WTO members' national tariff schedules, which range from fewer than 6 000 (in the schedules of Australia and India) to over 11 000 (in the schedules of Hungary, Korea, Mexico and Turkey).
11
Strictly speaking, the two lists overlap little at the HS six-digit level. In all, less than 30% of the goods in the combined list are common to both lists, and about half of the goods on either list can be found on the other. The greatest areas of overlap are found in the categories of recycling equipment (OECD subcategory A.3.6), incineration equipment (sub-category A.3.7), and measuring and monitoring equipment (sub-category A.6.1). Even then, for about one-quarter of the common goods, the APEC list refers to one or two specific goods, rather than to all the goods contained within the tariff line. For example, the OECD product list refers to "Parts for spark-ignition internal combustion piston engines", whereas the APEC list covers only the ex-heading category of industrial mufflers. One reason for the surprising lack of overlap is a difference of emphasis. Under the category "Heat/energy savings and management", the OECD list specifies 14 tariff lines and the APEC list only three. The OECD list contains five tariff lines each under the sub-categories "Hazardous waste storage and treatment equipment" and "Waste collection equipment"; the APEC list contains none. On the other hand, the APEC list contains a much larger number of goods under the category "Environmental monitoring, analysis and assessment", including some goods not mentioned in the OECD list, such as gas and electricity meters. Almost all of the goods contained in the OECD list under this category also appear on the APEC list.
Another reason for the small degree of overlap is the omission of some tariff lines from the APEC list because the particular goods were already included on lists prepared for other EVSL initiatives, notably for chemicals. Thus, while particular chemicals, such as chlorine, hydrogen peroxide and magnesium hydroxide, which fall within HS Chapters 28 through 39, are sprinkled across the OECD product list under categories ranging from air pollution control to renewable energy (in the case of methanol), with most listed under wastewater management, they are, with one exception, 12 absent from the APEC list for environmental goods. However, all of the chemicals appearing on the OECD list were covered by APEC's separate, and more encompassing, EVSL proposal for chemicals.
In several cases, the APEC list provides greater specificity for goods mentioned in the OECD list but for which no HS codes were provided. Examples are trash compactors and parts for trash compactors (corresponding to the OECD's sub-category "compactors"), electromagnets (OECD: "magnetic separators"), inflatable oil spill recovery barges (OECD: "oil spillage cleanup equipment"), wind-powered electric generating sets (OECD: "wind turbines"), and hydraulic turbines and water wheels (OECD: "hydroelectric plant"). Had the OECD gone into greater detail for these sub-categories, the degree of overlap between the two lists would no doubt have been greater. Notably, the APEC list includes specific products -including several goods from or for agriculture -corresponding to categories of goods suggested by the OECD but for which no HS codes were specified and no concrete examples were provided. For example, New Zealand had nominated biodegradable erosion-control matting and ecologically safe ground covers (both ex-headings of HS 4601.20), as well as hot-water weed-killing systems (an ex-heading of HS 8436.80), for EVSL. All three of these items are classified in the APEC list as relating to wastewater management. (Under the OECD list they would more logically be classified as goods used to make agriculture more sustainable.) Similarly, Canada nominated booms or socks consisting of ground cobs of corn (maize) contained in a textile covering (an ex-heading of HS 2302.10) as an environmental good used in remediation and cleanup.
Conclusions
In reviewing the history of the OECD and APEC product lists of environmental goods, it is clear that the two exercises were interlinked and informed each other. For example, the drafters of the APEC list consciously based their categories of environmental goods in large part on the work being undertaken at the time by the OECD/Eurostat Informal Working Group on the Environment Industry.
13 At the broad level, therefore, the two lists are quite similar.
However, the objectives of the two exercises differed, as did the procedures for generating the lists. The OECD's larger list was created deductively: starting from general categories based on classifications appearing in the environment industry manual (OECD/Eurostat, 1999), and adding more specific examples, where available, in order to produce an estimate of average tariffs 14 on a previously undefined class of goods. The APEC approach started with nominations, not unlike the request-offer procedures traditionally used in trade negotiations. This yielded a list of goods which was then arranged according to an agreed classification system.
It is important also to understand the APEC list in the context of the larger EVSL initiative with which it was associated. Environmental goods constituted only one of 15 sectors falling under the initiative, and one of nine when it was referred to the WTO and became part of the Accelerated Tariff Liberalisation initiative. Neither the APEC nor the OECD exercise sought to exclude any categories of goods a priori. However, because of the broad coverage of the EVSL initiative and its segmentation into 12.
The exception relates to two products listed under HS 3926.90 (Other articles of plastics and articles of other materials of HS 3901 to 3914; other): bio-film medium that consists of woven fabric sheets that facilitate the growth of bio-organisms; and rotating biological contactor consisting of stacks of large (HDPE) plates that facilitate the growth of bio-organisms. The APEC list includes these under wastewater management.
13.
See WTO document No. WT/GC/W/138.Add.1 (22 April 1999).
14.
For the latest information on tariffs, see the table at www.oecd.org/env. distinct sectors, each with a different set of liberalisation target dates and rates, certain goods such as chemicals, which are clearly necessary for limiting or correcting environmental damage, were not included in the EVSL initiative for environmental goods. This was more apt to be the case as liberalisation targets for other sectors diverged further from those for environmental goods.
Moreover, since the aim of the APEC list was to obtain more favourable (different) tariff treatment for environmental goods, APEC member economies limited themselves to considering only those goods that could be readily distinguished by customs agents and treated differently for tariff purposes. For this reason, issues related to "like products", products defined by particular processes or production methods, and products defined by their life-cycle impacts, were not addressed, with the result that some goods were omitted that may have been included in the OECD list. This constraint of practicality could be relaxed in the OECD analytical study because its aim was to illustrate what could potentially be included.
Perhaps the most elementary observation to make from any comparison of the various lists of environmental goods produced to date is that the number of goods that could be included in an eventually agreed list is potentially large. Clearly, both the OECD and the APEC lists have helped frame the current WTO negotiations on environmental goods. But it is also clear that many, if not most, WTO members regard the lists as just that: helpful but not definitive. 1. APC = air pollution control; H/E = heat/energy management; M/A= monitoring/analysis, N/V = noise/vibration abatement; ORS = other recycling systems; PWT = potable water treatment; R/C = remediation/cleanup; S/H = solid/hazardous waste; WWM = wastewater management.
2. An "ex" in the column indicates that only the "ex-heading" product (described in the last column) is nominated. Dee et al., 1998) . The tariff nominations were put forward as HS codes common to the customs tariff schedules of each country. Two-digit nominations mean that the entire chapter was proposed; four-digit nominations relate to specific sub-chapters. 
